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REPORT OF THE WORKING GROUP
ON THE IMPACT OF COURT UNIFICATION ON COURT FACIOLITIES
TO THE TASK FORCE ON COURT FACILITIES

The Task Force on Court Fadilities may bendfit from afew guiddines thet
highlight some of the new opportunities cregted by trid court unification. In drafting
these, the working group assumes that the guiddines to be adopted will bein much the
same forma as the sandards found in the Judicid Coundl’s California Trial Court
Standards (1991) (“the black book™). The new st of guiddineswill no doubt begin with
alig of generd guiddines where some of these might be placed.

Fve recommended guiddines are found beow:
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1. Although aunified superior court must perform dl court functions, it does not
follow thet every court building in acounty must be meade suitable for every function. By
shifting court functions among exising locations, aunified court can make the maximum
use of exiding fadlities Court planners should look to whether a given fedility could be
recyded to anew usethat does nat require dl of the features of afull-service court
building.

Discusson: Before unification, every municipa court was reguired by law to
hendle evarything from traffic tickets to misdemeanor jury trids and fdony prdiminary
hearings. No more. In aunified superior court, the court adminidration isfreeto
“reshuffle the deck” and reassgn court functions around the county. Unification dlows
plannersto rethink whet functions should be performed where. Crimind matters—which
require holding cdls and ather security messures—may no longer be feasble at some
older fadlities but those fadilities might be fine for other functions

12/99



Court Unification Working Group Report
State of California Task Force on Court Facilities

2. When evauating court-fadility needs, planners should think in terms of various
courthouse “modds.” Some of theseare:

Full-service court buildings

Givil-only buildings

Crimind dl-purpose buildings

Crimind aragnment and pretrid buildings

Community courts mini-courts and neighborhood courts
Remote courts

Spedidty courts

Alterndives to courtrooms

YV V.V V V V V V
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3. Court planners should give abroad definition to the term “ court fadility” and
condder such dternatives as service centers, kiosks and wak-in courts

Discusson: This proposad gandard may overlgp with recommendations proposed
by the technology working group. Some dternaives to courtrooms are high-tech but
othersnead not be. Mini-courts (with ajudge there one or two days aweek) could
provide outlying areas with better accessto the courts. Technology isdreedy avalable
which dlows ajudge a any location to read the pleedings in acourt file by computer.
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4. When choosing the location of acourt fadility, planners should consder the
disance between court buildings, the driving time from population centers, and
population dengty. Every community of more than 20,000 people should have reedy
access to afadility where people can ded with traffic tickets, amal dams and nonjury

avil maters

Discusson: Court unification was promoted as away to make the courts more
efficent. The voterswere assured thet it would result in better service to the community.
Although it may beimpracticd to peformdl court functionsin every community, the
working group fedsthat dl communities should have access to what the people care
about mogt.

Theworking group dso bdievesthat a gandard of this sort should nat just refer to
some generdized goa—it should refer to acommunity of a specific S9ze (such as 20,000
people) and it should specify what court matterswill be handled in every such
community. The group dso suggeststhat driving time to a court fadility isabetter guide
then milesge

Because crimind matters reguire holding cdls and higher security, it is unredigtic
to expect thet they will be handled in every community. However, a proposed sandard
bdow suggests an dternative way to ded with crimind araignments—Ilocatethemina
fadlity a or near the police departments and jails
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5. Once the courts of acounty are unified, crimind aragnments may be
conducted & locations other than the former municipa courts. Planners should consder
aregiond arragnment court a the county jal if that iswhere nemy- arrested defendants
aehdd. Another dterndiveisto provide aragnment courts a dty jals

Discusson: Many aragnments involve defendants picked up on treffic warrants,
fallures-to-gppear, and minor misdemeanor offenses. Some defendants are likdly to be
rleased a ther firg court gppearance. The public saves money when these araignments
can be conducted as soon as possible a the location where the defendants are held, rather
then trangporting the defendarts to a court building dsewhere.

A possible result of court unification isthat some of the former municipa courts
(often located next to acity jail) will no longer handle crimind maters: Some court
buildings may nat be adequiate to conduct crimind metters. A dty might save money by
furnishing a pace within the dty jal where aragnments can be conducted, perhgps by
video.
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